The global financial crisis triggered different policy responses in Europe and the United States. Interestingly, survey results suggest that there is also a significant difference in how undergraduate macroeconomics instructors responded to the crisis, with U.S. instructors placing significantly more emphasis on financial topics than their European peers. This note considers whether such differences may be attributed to differences in instructors' profiles and teaching environments. The results suggest that, rather than explaining this gap, the transatlantic divide becomes even wider when analyzed in a multivariate setting.
Introduction
The global financial crisis of 2008 triggered a highly controversial debate regarding the future direction of macroeconomics in general and macroeconomics instruction in particular.
1 Examining this issue from a different angle, Gärtner, Griesbach and Jung (2013) draw a picture of what actually happened at colleges and universities during the crisis.
Based on an anonymous online survey among undergraduate macroeconomics instructors in Europe and the United States of America, two key insights emerge from their study:
(1) Post-crisis undergraduate macroeconomics instruction features very much the same line-up of models and concepts as before the crisis erupted. These range from the Keynesian cross and the IS-LM model to real business cycles and overlapping generations models.
(2) A host of new financial topics entered or re-entered the curriculum after the crisis broke. These include financial intermediaries, liquidity traps, multiple interest rates, bubbles and quantitative easing.
Upon closer scrutiny a third noteworthy result surfaces:
(3) There is a significant difference between the contents of undergraduate curricula in Europe and those in the United States. In particular, financial topics are 1 For pertinent quotes from academia, see Gärtner, Griesbach and Jung (2013) , pp. 1-2. For examples of how popular media chimed in with similarly divided opinions, see Cohen (2009) and The Economist (2010) . Specific proposals as to how undergraduate macroeconomics instruction should respond to the crisis are listed in Blinder (2010) and Shiller (2010) . For a summary of how introductory textbooks changed after the crisis, see Madsen (2013) . much more prominent in the compulsory courses of pertinent bachelor programmes west of the Atlantic. This is highly interesting given that there were substantial differences between the U.S. and European policy responses to the threats originating from the global financial crisis. Examples are the long delay until the European Central Bank made up its mind to embark on large-scale purchases of sovereign debt titles, similar to the Fed's much earlier actions, or the preoccupation with austerity in Europe, to which the U.S.
Government never subscribed with similar zeal. While this is not the place to join this debate, we can add a perspective from that part of academic education that, given the sheer numbers of students who take such courses, is likely to have a substantial impact on policymaking.
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We will examine whether these policy differences are accompanied by a significant divide in pertinent academic education, and if so, whether the financial crisis has widened or narrowed this gap.
This note takes a closer look at this transatlantic divide in undergraduate macroeconomics instruction and explores it in a multivariate setting. The specific question asked is: To what extent can the reported differences be attributed to differences in the personal profiles of instructors (such as age or research areas) or the specifics of the teaching environment (class size, top research university, etc.) or reflect differences that already existed before the Great Recession? 2 In the United States about 25,000 bachelor's degrees in economics are awarded every year, compared with 2,500 pertinent master's degrees and 1,000 doctoral degrees. See Snyder and Dillow (2010) . The instructors who responded to our survey reported that they teach some 50,000 students in their mandatory macroeconomics courses. And although education became a globalized industry over the past two decades it seems still reasonable to assume that there is geographic persistency in the sense that the likelihood of being employed in the U.S.A. is higher for those being educated in the U.S.A. and vice versa which potentially establishes a link between economic teaching and economic policies. In addition, while keeping the survey anonymous, a set of questions aimed to extract a basic profile of the respondents, of their teaching environment and of their opinions on macroeconomics and the economic crisis, which might be expected to have a bearing on their teaching. Most of the sample means are not significantly different when comparing European with U.S. respondents. However, the course enrolment is roughly twice as 3 The classification of universities as top research institutions follows the ranking provided in Coupé (2003) . large in Europe, and a larger share of U.S. respondents offer third-year courses.
The survey and the instructors
Additionally, the European respondents are younger on average.
The core of the questionnaire attempted to identify the models, concepts and approaches that define today's undergraduate macroeconomics teaching, and tried to pinpoint the changes that took place after the financial crisis. Section 2 reports and discusses the results obtained.
The nature of the transatlantic divide in undergraduate macroeconomics
Both the contents of undergraduate macroeconomics curricula after the Great Recession and the implemented changes show substantial cross-Atlantic differences. Among the fifteen financial topics proposed in the questionnaire and listed in Table 3 , a single one appears more often in European than in U.S. curricula. This one exception is bonus payments, the topic with by far the lowest presence among all the listed topics. While the gap is small and/or not significant in a few cases, it is significant and sizable in most. Bank runs or multiple interest rates are addressed almost twice as often in the United States as they are in Europe.
[ Table 3 near here]
The last column in Table 3 looks at curriculum change by reporting the percentage of respondents who had added or expanded the coverage of a specific topic after the financial crisis. Here, again, bonus payments attract more attention in Europe.
Nevertheless, they remain a fringe topic. With risk premiums and international financial contagion being virtually a draw, all the other topics generated substantially more new interest in the United States than in Europe. While quantitative easing, unsurprisingly, received the biggest boost, with two out of three U.S. instructors adding or expanding it, the biggest transatlantic differences appear in topics like insolvency and illiquidity, leverage and securitization, which many may not consider to belong in a macroeconomics course at all.
Computed as unweighted averages over all the topics listed in Table 3 , 56% of the instructors included a given topic in the United States, while only 42% did so in Europe. Regarding change, 37% of the instructors in the United States had added or expanded a given topic on average, compared with 26% in Europe.
The transatlantic divide: fact or fiction?
Section 2 documents significant transatlantic differences in the structure and the trends of today's undergraduate macroeconomics curriculum, as seen from the angle of the questions posed by our survey. Moreover, while our set-up, along with the possibility of bias due to omitted variables, does not permit causal inferences, it is tempting to check whether cross-Atlantic dissimilarities continue to exist in a multivariate context that relates curriculum patterns and change to differences in the profiles of instructors.
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Keeping the mentioned caveats in mind, Table 4 thus considers whether the variables 5 Of course there are many variables that may drive the results but are not incorporated in our model like personal income, tenure status, publication record or department policies just to name a few. However, apart from the question of how to measure such variables even to ask for them when conducting a survey obviously jeopardizes the response rate and thus the overall quality of the data. Facing this trade-off, we were cautious when asking for personal details and realized a comparatively high response rate. described in Table 2 provide a better explanation of curricula patterns than simply classifying these as cross-Atlantic differences.
[ Table 4 near here]
The regression reported in the first column accounts for the number of financial topics included in the respondents' post-crisis undergraduate macroeconomics courses in terms of the profile variables listed in Table 2 . 6 On average, European instructors included 4.58 such topics before the crisis and increased this amount to 6.13 afterwards.
The numbers for their peers in the U.S.A. are 6.31 before the crisis and 8.55 afterwards, so there is a gross difference both in the number of topics taught and in the number of topics added.
It appears that the personal profile of the instructors does not explain the presence of financial topics to a relevant extent. The only variable that is marginally significant is the age of the instructors. More experienced instructors appear to include more financial topics. With U.S. instructors being 3.63 years older on average according to Table 2 , this variable accounts for the inclusion of about one additional financial topic in the United States. Other personal features, such as the instructor's main field of research or previous experience with the course, play no role, nor does his or her perception of the severity of the crisis or of the state of macroeconomics.
Some explanation comes from the wider course environment. As would be expected, financial topics are more prominent in more advanced courses, with third-year courses standing out. Perhaps unexpectedly, top-40 research universities are more 6 The four regressions reported in Table 4 directly relate to the four columns shown in Table 3 .
The indigenous variables are sums over all the topics, however, and absolute numbers rather than percentages are used for a more straightforward interpretation. reluctant to include financial topics, while class size has a positive effect. However, since the enrolment is systematically larger in Europe, this opens the transatlantic gap that is left to be explained still further.
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Two variables examine how the number of models included in a course or in the curriculum affects the number of financial topics. This question begs to be asked, since Gärtner, Griesbach and Jung (2011) also report a transatlantic divide between the number of models taught in U.S. and European curricula, with fewer models being taught in the U.S.A., and speculate that time constraints may be a factor that forces instructors into a trade-off between the number of models and the number of topics to include.
8
The two variables included are the number of models the respondent taught before the crisis and the number of models taught in the mandatory part of the curriculum after the crisis. The results contradict the notion of a trade-off. Both more models in the respondent's course and more models in the curriculum appear to increase the platform on which to base financial topics. 10 7 The quantitative impact is relatively small, however. Given the difference in enrolment reported in Table 2 , class size explains 0.003×108.08=0.324 more financial topics in a European course.
After controlling for all these variables, the most robust explanation for the differences in the number of included financial topics remains a dummy variable that identifies instructors who are located in the United States. On average and ceteris paribus, undergraduate teachers in the U.S. include 2.8 more financial concepts from our list in their curriculum than their European peers. This is more than the raw data suggest, meaning that instructors' profiles and teaching environments alone would have predicted more topics to be taught in Europe.
The second column relates to the results reported in Table 3 by Surprising in this equation is the effect of the number of financial topics that were already taught before the crisis. While courses that were already rife with financial topics may be expected to have less leeway for increasing their coverage, the positive coefficient seems to suggest the opposite to be the case. This puzzle is solved by the third and the fourth equations. These look at the number of topics added and at the number of topics expanded separately. The negative coefficient of ˗0.233 in the third equation reports that if more financial topics from our list were covered before the crisis, this indeed leaves less space for adding new ones.
The positive coefficient in the fourth equation shows that the more financial topics were taught before the crisis, the more topics could be and were expanded. Noteworthy in this equation is the strong effect for second-and third-year courses and the negative coefficient for top-40 universities.
Comparing the coefficients for the dummy variable employed for the identification of U.S. participants in the first and the third equation, respectively, suggests that about half of the transatlantic differences in the coverage of financial topics already existed before the Great Recession, and the other half was generated afterwards.
Summary and concluding comments
In the context of the information collected in the survey described by Gärtner, Griesbach and Jung (2013) our regressions provide a clear result: We cannot attribute the greater emphasis on financial topics, reported for undergraduate macroeconomics courses in the United States as compared with European ones, to differences in instructors' profiles and teaching environments. While such variables 'explain' pertinent teaching patterns and changes to a modest extent, they point in the 'wrong' direction and leave us with the result that, ceteris paribus, U.S. instructors include 36% more financial topics than European instructors and added 45% more topics during the financial crisis.
One may speculate that what we call the transatlantic divide may actually be a difference between Anglo-American academic institutions, with their more liberal (in the European sense), free market tradition, and those on the European continent, which carry a more corporatist heritage. Our regressions do not support this interpretation, since UK dummy variables never appear with significant coefficients. Therefore, the divide in the coverage of financial markets and topics in undergraduate macroeconomics is indeed a transatlantic one, and it is sizable, left unexplained by our econometric efforts. The fact that this divide also exists on the disaggregate level, in the vast majority of financial topics, adds to the robustness of this result and invites research into the deeper causes of such differences and how they are related to policy preferences and choices. Asterisks indicate that the coverage of the respective topic in Europe differs significantly from the coverage in the United States. * p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01 Source: Gärtner, Griesbach and Jung (2013) . Notes: The dependent variable in the first regression is the number of financial topics taught after the financial crisis. The dependent variable in the second regression is the number of financial topics that were added or the coverage of which increased after the financial crisis. The dependent variable in the third and fourth regressions is the number of financial topics added and expanded after the crisis, respectively. For notes on the employed regressors, see Table 1 . Constant terms are omitted. Parentheses contain standard errors. *, ** and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5% and1% level, respectively.
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